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RECCORD OF DECI SI ON

| NTERMOUNTAI N WASTE O L REFI NERY (I WOR) SUPERFUND SI TE
OPERABLE UNI'T 2
BOUNTI FUL, UTAH

The U. S. Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA), with the concurrence of the Utah
Department of Environnental Quality (UDEQ, presents this Record of Decision (ROD) for
the Internobuntain Waste G| Refinery (IWOR) Superfund Site Operable Unit 2 (QU2) in
Bountiful, Uah. The ROD is based on the Adnministrative Record for IWOR QU2 including
the Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS), the Proposed Plan, the public
conments recei ved, and EPA's responses. The ROD presents a brief sumary of the RI/FS,
actual and potential risks to human health and the environment, and the Sel ected Renedy.
EPA fol |l owed t he Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA), as anended, the National Contingency Plan (NCP), and EPA gui dance in
preparation of the ROD. The three purposes of die ROD are to:

1. Certify that the remedy sel ection process was carried out in accordance with the
requi renents of the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation, and
Liability Act, 42 U S.C. 9601 et seq., as anmended, and, to the extent practicable,

t he NCP
2. Qutline remedi ation requirenments of the Sel ected Renedy; and
3. Provide the public with a consolidated source of information about the history,

characteristics, and risk posed by the conditions at | WOR OU2, as well as a summary
of the cleanup alternatives considered, their evaluation, the rationale behind the

Sel ected Remedy, and the Agency's consideration of, and responses to, the coments

recei ved.

The ROD is organized into three distinct parts:

1. The Decl aration section functions as an abstract and data certification sheet
for the key information contained in the ROD and is the section of the ROD
signed by EPA' s Assistant Regional Adm nistrator for Ecosystens Protection
and Renedi ation and the Executive Director of the Utah Departnent of
Environnental Quality.

2. The Deci sion Summary section provides an overview of the |WOR site
i nvestigation, the cleanup alternatives evaluated, and the anal ysis of those
options. The Decision Summary al so identifies the Sel ected Renedy and
expl ains how the remedy fulfills statutory and regul atory requirenments; and

3. The Responsi veness Summary section addresses public comments received on the
Proposed Plan, the RI/FS, and other information in the Adm nistrative Record.
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Declaration for the Record of Deci sion
I nternountain Waste O | Refinery
Qperable Unit 2

Site Nanme and Location

Intermountain Waste O | Refinery (IWOR) Superfund Site
Operable Unit 2 (0OU2)

Bountiful, U ah

CERCLJS # UT0001277359

St atenent of Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci sion docunent presents ne selected remedy for the IWOR Q2. This Record of

Deci sion (ROD) has been devel oped in accordance with the requirements of the

Conpr ehensi ve/ Envi ronment al Response, Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, 42
U S. Code (USC) 89601 et seq. as anended, and to the extent practicable, the National G
and Hazardous Substance Pol |l ution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part 300.

This decision is based on the Adm nistrative Record for IWOR OU2. Copies of key
docunents are avail able for review at the Davis County Library South Branch | ocated at
725 S. Main in Bountiful, Uah. The entire Admi nistrative Record may al so be revi ewed at
t he EPA Superfund Record Center, |ocated at 99918th Street, 5th Floor, North Terrace;
Denver, Col orado.

The Ut ah Department of Environnental Quality (UDEQ concurs with the sel ected renedy.

Assessnent of Site

The response action selected in this ROD is necessary to protect the public health or

wel fare or the environment from actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances
into the environment. Trichloroethylene (TCE) is in the groundwater above drinking water
standards and the risk based | evels of concern

Description of the Sel ected Renedy

The Sel ected Renedy for addressing the |WOR OU2 is groundwater extraction and treatnment
and dual phase extraction (DPE), which is a conbination of Alternatives GM2 and GW¥5 as
identified in the Proposed Plan. In addition to addressing the contamni nated ground

wat er, the renedy includes the renoval of about 25 one - and five-gallon containers in
the garage that if not nmanaged properly, could cause concern in the future. The

contai ners contain | ead based paint, solvents and other chem cals.

The OU2 selected renedy treats the waste in the ground water and prevents further
spreadi ng of the groundwater contam nation. The OU2 Feasibility Study (FS) used a
conparative analysis to evaluate five alternatives. The components of the sel ected renedy
i ncl ude:

? Dual Phase extraction and treatnment. \Where effective in renoving contam nated vapors

as well as contami nated ground water, DPE will be used. DPE involves punping ground
wat er and soil vapors fromthe sanme well. Were, or when, there are no significant
cont am nated soil vapors recovered through DPE, groundwater punp and treatment will be
used.

? Land Use Control or institutional control. The |and use control wll prevent the

installation of a drinking water well on the property until drinking water standards
are net in the ground water.

? NMonitoring. A nmonitoring plan to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy will be
devel oped and i nplemented. The plan will likely include sanpling at |east four wells
monthly for the first six nobnths and quarterly thereafter



? Treatnent and Discharge. The ground water that is extracted will be treated by a
treatment systemthat uses granul ar activated carbon to renove the contam nants. The
treated water will be discharged to a stormwater drain or other approved di scharge
poi nt .

? Disposal of containers. There are about 25 one and five gallon containers currently
stored in the garage. A nunber of the containers contain | ead-based pai nt and nost
woul d be classified as a hazardous waste for disposal purposes. Proper disposal now
will prevent any potential future risks from m smanagenment of these containers.

QU2 covers contaminants found in the ground water, mainly trichloroethylene (TCE), that
are above drinking water standards and the risk based | evels of concern. A first
Qperable Unit (QUl) addressed contam nants found in soils, subsurface soils, and tanks or
containers. The ROD for QUL was signed in Novenber 2002.

Statutory Requirenents

The selected renedy for OU2 is protective of human health and the environment, conplies
with federal and state requirements that are applicable or rel evant and appropriate for
the renedial action, is cost effective, and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
treatment technologies to the extent practicable. This renmedy also satisfies the
statutory preference for treatnent as a principal elenent of the renedy.

Because this renedy should not result in hazardous substances or pollutants or

contam nants remaining on Site above levels that allow for unlimted use and unrestricted
exposure to ground water, a statutory review will not be required. It is expected that
the renedial action objectives (cleanup levels) will be reached within five years. |If
the renedy takes nore than five years to attain renedial action objectives, a policy
review may be conducted within five years of construction conpletion to ensure that the
selected renedy is, or will be, protective of human health and the environnent.

ROD Data Certification Checkli st

The following information is included in the Decision Sunmary section of this Record of
Deci sion. Additional information can be found in the Administrative Record for this
Site.

? Contaminants of concern and their respective concentrations. (ROD Section 5)

? Current and reasonably anticipated future |and use assunptions used in the baseline
ri sk assessment and current and potential future beneficial uses of ground water
used in the baseline risk assessment and ROD. (ROD Section 6 & 7)

? Baseline risk represented by the contani nants of concern. (ROD Section 7)

? (Cdeanup levels established for chemicals of concern and the basis for these |evels.
(ROD Section 8)

? Potential |and and groundwater use that will be available at the Site as a result
of the Sel ected Remedy. (ROD Section 12)

? Estimated capital costs, annual operation and maintenance costs, total present
worth costs, discount rate, and the nunmber of years over which the remedy cost
estimates are projected. (ROD Section 12 & Table 12-1)

? Key factors that led to selecting the renedy. (ROD Section 12)

/sl 8/ 5/ 04
Max H. Dodson Dat e
Assi stant Regi onal Admi ni strator
Ecosystens Protection and Renediation
U. S. Environnmental Protection Agency, Region VIII




The following authorized official at the State of Utah approves the selected remedy as described
* in this Record of Decision.

iarne R Nielson Da
Executive Director
Utah Department of Environmmental Quality

Declaration Page 3
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RAGCs renmedi al action objectives

RBC ri sk based concentration
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RCOD record of decision
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scfm standard cubic feet per mnute

SI site investigation

site Intel mountain Waste O | Refinery OU2 Superfund site

SRC Syracuse Research Corporation

SVE soi | vapor extraction

Ssvoc sem -vol atil e organi c conpound

TAL target analyte |ist

TCE trichloroethylene (or trichloroethene)
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total organic carbon
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G ossary

Admi ni strative Record: The body of docunents EPA used to formthe basis for selection of
a renedy.

Air Sparging: A technology which forces air into the aquifer where it volatilizes
contam nants in ground water.

Al ternative: An option for reducing site risk by cleaning up or otherwise limting
exposure to contam nation

Appli cabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARAR): Federal and State
requi renents for cleanup, control, and environnental protection that a selected remedy
for a site will meet.

Basel i ne Human Health Ri sk Assessnent (BHHRA): A study conducted as part of the RI mat
determ nes and evaluates risk that site contam nation poses to human health.

Capital Costs: Expenses related to the |abor, and equi pnent and material costs of
construction.

Cis-1,2-Dichloroethene: A formof 1,2-dichloroethene. It is a colorless liquid often
used as a solvent Dichloroethene (DCE) is a degradation product of TCE

Conpr ehensi ve Environnental Response Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA): A Federa
| aw passed in 1980 and nodified in 1986 and 2001. It sets up a programto identify sites
wher e hazardous substances have been, or might be, released into the environnent and to
ensure they are cleaned up. Mdst of these sites are abandoned or are no |onger active.

1, 1-Di chl oroet hane: A breakdown product of 1,1,1-trichloroethane. A colorless volatile
organi ¢ conpound often used as a solvent for the renoval of grease fromnetal.

Dual Phase Extraction (DFE): A technology in which extraction wells are placed in the
cont am nated zone and both ground water and air are extracted.

Feasibility Study (FS): The FS identifies and eval uates the nost appropriate technica
approaches to address contam nation problenms at a Superfund site.

Land Use Control: Frequently called institutional controls (1Cs). A non-engineered or
nonconstructed nechani smthat mnimzes the potential human exposure to contam nation
An exanple would be a deed restriction that places requirenents on future devel opnent

Nati onal Contingency Plan (NCP): The EPA s regul ations governing all cleanups under the
Super fund program

National Priorities List (NPL): EPA s list of the potentially npst serious uncontrolled
or abandoned hazardous waste sites identified for possible [ong-termrenedial response.

Operable Unit (QU): A division of a site to nore efficiently address investigation and
cleanup. Sites are often divided into operable touts by nmedia (soil and ground water),
or, for large sites, by location of contanination

Operation and Mai ntenance Cost (O&M: The cost of operation, maintenance, nmaterials,
energy, waste disposal, and adm nistrative activities of the remedy.

Present Worth Cost: An analysis of the current value of all costs. Also known as Net
Present Worth, the Present Worth Cost is cal cul ated based on a 5-year time period and a
predeterm ned interest rate (7% for this ROD).

Proposed Pl an: A document requesting public input on a proposed renedial alternative.




Record of Decision (ROD): A docunent that is a consolidated source of information about
the site, the renedy selection process, and the selected renedy for a cleanup under
CERCLA.

Renedi al I nvestigation (RI): A study conducted to identify the types, amounts, and
| ocations of contanmination at a facility. It also evaluates possible risk to public
health and the environnment from exposure to contam nation

Renoval Action: The cleanup or renpval of rel eased hazardous substances fromthe
envi ronnent .

Soi |l Vapor Extraction (SVE): A technology in which air extraction wells are placed in
contani nated zones and air is then vacuuned fromthe soil

Superfund site: The commonly used termfor a site addressed under CERCLA.

Treatability Study: A study of the inplementability and effectiveness of the renedia
action alternatives.

Trichl oroethylene: Also called trichloroethene. A colorless volatile organic conpound
often used as a solvent for the renoval of grease fromnetal.
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Section 1: Site Nane, Location, and Brief Description

The Intel nountain Waste G| Refinery (IWOR) property (Site), EPA | D UT0001277359, is

| ocated in Section 30, Township 2 North, Range 1 East in Davis County. The Site is a

former waste oil facility in Bountiful, Utah at 995 South 500 West (Figure 1-1). The

surrounding | and use is residential/comrercial; however, nost of the land use within a
1-mle radius is residential

The I1WOR Site was proposed for listing on the National Priorities List (NPL) in October
1999, and the NPL listing was finalized on May 11, 2000. The Site was subdivided into
two operable units (QU), one addressing soil contam nation throughout the IWOR Site (QUL)
and one addressing ground water contamnation (QU2). The U. S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) issued a record of decision (ROD) for QUL in November 2002. This ROD
addresses OU2.

The EPA is the | ead agency at the IWOR Site with the Utah Departnent of Environnenta
Quality (UDEQ acting as a support agency to EPA. Federal Superfund noney will be
expended for inplementation of the remedial action presented in this ROD

Section 2: Site History and Enforcenent Activities

2.1 Site History

Various operations reportedly occurred at the Site. The Site was originally part of a
brick manufacturing facility that enconpassed about 20 acres. In the 1950s, an asphalt
busi ness was operated at the Site. The Site operations began in 1957 and continued for
approxi nately 35 years before dosing in May 1993. The Site was originally a trucking
busi ness that haul ed vari ous petrol eum products to customers fromthe Site. During the
1970s an oil bl endi ng busi ness comenced on the property. The operation invol ved

bl endi ng green bottons, purportedly a faction of crude oil with diesel fuel, which was
sold for dust control at coal mnes.

Over the subsequent years, used oil was treated onsite and was sent to cement facilities
for use as fuel in cement kilns. Tanks used in the operations had an unlined secondary
surface i npoundment. Waste sludge produced in the operations was reportedly di sposed of
in an offsite landfill, and wastewater that nay have renmined after the treatnent process
was boiled off at the site.

The Site owners began dismantling the facility in 1993. Sone of the waste was
consolidated into a waste pile of approxinmately 100 cubic yards, |ocated on the east
portion of the Site. The renmainder of the Site was covered with a couple of inches of
gravel -type backfill. Due to unknown operations at the Site, the ground water becane
contam nated with several solvents, mainly trichloroethylene (TCE), and hydrocarbons.
Data indicate that the source of the TCE was processes or equi pnent |ocated near the

| aboratory building and former storage tank area, and the underground storage tank

2.2 EPA and UDEQ I nvestigations

In May 1992, Enviro Search conducted a soil and groundwater study for the property
owners. This study detected volatile organic conpounds (VOCs), specifically,
trichloroethylene (TCE) and 1, 1-dichl oroethane (DCA) in the original onsite well (IWGW
04, relabeled as MMO7 [Figure 2-1] for the renedial investigation [RI]). The Utah
Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ, Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste (DSHW
sanmpled an onsite sunp in January 1995, and detected tol uene, tetrachl oroethane (PCA)
and TCE above maxi mum contam nant |evels (MCLs).

UDEQ Di vi sion of Environmental Response and Renedi ati on (DERR) conducted a site

i nspection (SI) in April 1996 and detected 1, 1-DCA and TCE at concentrations above MCLs
in the ground water from MMO7 (the original onsite well). All soil samples taken onsite
exceeded the Superfund Chemical Data Matrix (SCDM Cancer Risk Screening Concentrations
for one or nore constituents. The onsite soil sanples contained ethyl benzene,



tri met hyl benzene, nbutyl benzene, toluene, and 1,2-DCA. Ofsite sanples exhibited no
significant | evels of contani nation

DERR al so conducted an expanded site investigation (ESI) in June 1998. All onsite

soi | / source sanpl es exhibited el evated | evels of inorganic contam nants, including
cadm um copper, |lead, and nmercury. Several semi-volatile organic conpounds (SVQOCs),
pesticides, and tentatively identified conpounds (TICs) were detected at |ow, estinmated
concentrations. G oundwater sanples collected from M¥07 had cis-1, 2-di chl or oet hene
(DCE) and TCE at concentrations exceedi ng MCLs.

The Site was proposed for listing on the NPL in Cctober 1999 after TCE, cis-Il,2-DCE, and
1, 1-DCA were detected at concentrations exceeding MCLs in 1992,1995, and 1998 in
groundwat er sanples fromnonitoring well MAMO7 (Figure 2-1). The NPL listing was
finalized on May 11, 2000.

In August 2001, the EPA conducted a renpval under authorities provided in Section

300. 415(b) (2) of ne National O and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution Contingency Plan
(NCP). The renoval addressed conditions that presented an immnent and substantia
endangerment to human health and the environment, including the renmoval and di sposal of
nunerous containers and their contents, |aboratory chemicals, and the contents of severa
above ground tanks.

EPA conducted a Renedial Investigation (RI) at the Site from Decenber of 2001 through
June 2004. For the RI, the Site was subdivided into OU1 and OU2. QU1 addressed the near
surface soil contam nation and potential sources, including tanks, druns, and containers
at the Site; while OU2 addressed the vadose zone and groundwater contani nation

The QUL Rl identified the area east of the laboratory as containing high concentrations

of total petrol eum hydrocarbons (TPH) and VOCs in the zero to 24-inch (in) bel ow ground

surface (bgs) soils. In Novenber 2002, EPA signed the ROD for OQUlL. The sel ected renedy
described in the QUL ROD involves the establishnment of a building requirenment to prevent
contam nated soil vapors fromentering buildings and renoval of the underground storage

tank (UST).

In order to conduct sanpling and keep the investigation on schedule, the UST was renoved
as part of the Q)2 R in 2003. The hunman health risk assessnent identified TCE, cis-1,2-
DCE, acetophenone, bis (2-ethyl hexyl) phthal ate, and nmanganese as contam nants of
potential concern (COPCs) (Table 2-1) in ground water. After quantifying the risk
presented at the site, the only contam nant of concern (COQ in the IWOR ground water is
TCE. TCE is the only contam nant found above heal t h-based | evel s of concern

In May 2004 EPA began conducting a treatability study at the Site to evaluate four
groundwat er treatnent alternatives to select the preferred option, and provide data for
| ong-termtreat nent

2.3 Enforcenment Activities

During the period of operations at the Site, DSHWand the Uah Attorney Ceneral's office
i ssued numerous notices of violation and orders for failure to remedi ate contam nation
resulting fromyears of spillage. Earlier violations were issued by Davis County Health
Department. The Site had its operating permt revoked on several occasions due to its
wast e managenent practices.

EPA began a search for potentially responsible parties (PRPs) in 2000, which is stil

ongoi ng. Nunerous information request |letters have been issued to various parties to
hel p determ ne PRPs who might be responsible for investigation and cleanup costs incurred
at the Site. EPA issued a conbined general notice and information request letter to
Intermountain G| Conpany on February 10, 2000. On March 9 and April 3, 2000, EPA issued
i nfornati on request letters to nine suspected transporters to obtain information
regarding their actions as well as information on the generators of the wastes
transported to the Site. On Cctober 10, 2000, EPA filed a lien on the forner
Intermountain G| Conpany property.



Section 3: Community Participation

Sections 113 and 117 of CERCLA require public participation. EPA has conducted the
required community participation activities through the presentation of the renedi al

i nvestigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) and the Proposed Plan, a 30-day public conment
period, a fornmal public neeting, and the presentation of the Selected Remedy in this ROD
In addition, several fact sheets mailings were conpleted during the R

Interviews with potentially inpacted community nembers and public officials were
conducted in nme sunmer of 2000. Based on the results of these interviews and statutory
requi renents, a Community Invol venment Plan was devel oped. In March 2001, July 2001, and
March 2004, EPA issued fact sheets that sunmarized the investigation status and descri bed
future investigation plans. The EPA al so maintains a web page on the EPA Superfund web
site (ww. epa. gov/region8/superfund/sites/ut) that describes activities at the Site.

The Proposed Plan for IWOR OU2 was issued on June 24, 2004. The RI/FS docunments and the
Proposed Pl an were made available to the public in the Adm nistrative Record | ocated at
t he EPA Superfund Records Center in Denver, and the Davis County Library, South Branch
at 725 South Main in Bountiful, Uah. Notices of availability of these documents were
publ i shed on June 25, 2004, in the Daw s County Cipper. A public neeting was held on
July 1, 2004 at the Bountiful Qy Hall. The public comrent period was fromJune 24 to
July 23, 2004.

Section 4: Scope and Role of Operable Unit

For the renedial investigation and cleanup, the Site was divided into two operable units
(QUs) :

? QU1 - contami nated soils; and

? OU2 - contam nated ground water.

EPA has already selected the renedy for QUL in a ROD signed in Novenber 2002. QU1
requires a Land Use Control to control exposure to soil contamination. The
specifications of this requirenent were formalized in an Environnmental Notice and
Institutional Control and filed with the Davis County Cerk and Recorder's O fice. Under
this remedy, any future buildings constructed on the Site are required to have a sub-
foundati on ventilation system such as what is conmonly used to elimnate exposure to
radon gas.

For OU2, the subject of this ROD, EPA addresses the contanination of the ground water,
and 25 waste containers mat remain on Site. |Ingestion of ground water extracted from
this aquifer poses a potential future risk to hunan health. The ground water contains
TCE at | evel s above the maxi num contam nant |evels (MCLs) for drinking water. | nproper

di sposal or nanagenment of the containers currently on Site m ght present unacceptable
future risk. The selected renedy will restore the aquifer to beneficial use, and di spose
of the remaining containers, elimnating risk to human health from future ingestion of
ground water or inproper disposal or managenent of the containers and their contents.

VWile the QU1 and OU2 RI/FS were ongoi ng, a renoval was conducted under authorities
provided in Section 300.415(b)(2) of the NCR The renoval addressed conditions that
presented an i mm nent and substantial endangernent to human health and the environnment

Section 5: Site Characteristics

5.1 Site Conceptual Mbdel
Figures 5-1 and 5-2 illustrate the conceptual nodels for the Site. Figure 5-1 is a three
di mensi onal representation of the likely sources of groundwater contam nation, the



aqui fer system and the general transport and fate processes. Suspected TCE
contam nati on sources were the fornmer UST | ocated south of the |aboratory, the sunp, and
the former aboveground storage tank area to the east of the |aboratory.

When a dense non-aqueous phase |iquid (DNAPL) such as TCE is released into the
subsurface, it noves downward under the force of gravity along preferential pathways
(Figure 5-1). Due to the low hydraulic gradient at the Site, any free phase TCE woul d
have primarily a vertical flow conponent. As the ground water noves around the TCE
(recharge through the vadose or ground water flow), sone of the TCE will partition into
the ground water to forma plune of dissolved constituent, having a higher lateral flow
conponent .

Figure 5-2, presents how future onsite workers and any onsite future residents may be
potentially exposed to ground water via the foll owi ng pat hways:

? Direct ingestion of untreated ground water as drinking water
? Dermal contact with the water while showering or bat hing;
? Inhalation of VOCs that are rel eased fromindoor water uses to indoor air; and

? Inhalation of VOCs that are rel eased fromground water and nigrate upward through
soil into indoor and outdoor air

Using this nodel, the baseline human health ri sk assessnent concluded the only potentia
chem cal of concern in ground water contributing risks above EPA' s usual |evel of concern
is TCE. The renedy presented in this ROD addresses treatnent of the ground water to

| evel s at or below drinking water standards, or MCLs, for TCE (5 ug/L).

A screening level ecological risk assessment was done as part of OUlL. The QU1 ecol ogica
ri sk assessnment found that risk to plants and animals fromonsite contam nation is
limted and that no species of concern are affected. Since OU2 addresses groundwater
addi ti onal ecol ogical risk assessnent work was not needed.

5.2 Physical Characteristics of the Site

The two-acre site includes a two-bay garage/ warehouse, a |aboratory/office space, waste
piles, oil-stained soils within a bernmed area, and several monitoring wells (Figure 2-1).
Most contai ners, drums, and tanks, have been renpved fromthe Site, including an
underground storage tank. There are no items of archeol ogi cal or historical value

| ocated at the Site.

The Site is located in Bountiful Cty within the Basin and Range Physi ographi c Province.
The Wasatch Muntains are to the east, the Great Salt Lake to the West, and the Oguirrh
Mountai ns to the southwest. The Basin and Range Physi ographic Province is conprised of
basin-fill deposits, which were eroded fromthe nountains and deposited in the grabens
during Pre-Pleistocene and Pl ei stocene Epochs.

The Site is | ocated above the 500-year floodplain, has a relatively flat topography with
a slight dip to the west-northwest, and has el evations ranging from4,367 feet (ft) above
nean sea level (amsl) in the eastern portion, to 4358 ft ansl along the western
perimeter. Runoff leaving the Site drains to ne 500 West storm sewer, |ocated west of
the Site and draining into MII Creek, and ultimately into the Farm ngton Bay Bird

Ref uge, a wetland area on the southeastern shore of the Great Salt Lake.

5.3 Sunmmary of QU2 Renedi al Investigation
This section summarizes the OU2 R strategy and findi ngs.

5.3.1 Renedial Investigation Sanpling Strategy

EPA conducted the QU2 R from Decenber 2001 through the spring of 2004. A total of nine
monitoring wells were installed as part of the O R, eight onsite and one off site.
The onsite nonitoring wells were conpleted to various depths and placed up and down
gradi ent of the suspected source areas, as well as along the perineter of the Site.



Groundwat er sanples were collected quarterly from Decenber 2001 to 2003, and then nonthly
from January to March 2004.

In addition to groundwater sanpling, subsurface soil sanples and vapor sanples were
collected fromthe Site. Subsurface soil sanples were collected as part of wel
installation and the vadose zone investigation to deternine the extent of residual TCE
present in the subsurface. The vadose zone investigation was conpleted during the UST
renoval to determ ne the extent of subsurface contamination as a result of the |eaky UST.
Vapor sanples were collected during the treatability study to evaluate the performance of
the soil vapor extraction (SVE) as a neans for addressing the residual TCE contani nation
in the vadose zone surroundi ng the source areas.

Al'l groundwat er sanples were analyzed for VOCs and SVOCs, dissolved target analyte |ist
(TAL) metals, TPH gasoline range organics (GRO, and natural attenuation paranmeters. The
ground water TCE results were conpared against the Prinmary National Drinking Water
Standard of 5 ug/L to determ ne the extent of TCE groundwater contanination

5.3.2 Nature and Extent of TCE in G ound Water

The East Shore Aquifer systemin Bountiful has been described as containing shall ow (60
to 250 ft bgs), internmediate (250 to 500 ft bgs), and deep (greater than 500 ft bgs)
artesian aquifers. The shallow, internediate, and deep portions of the East Shore

Aqui fer may be hydraulically connected with one another. The aquifers are interpreted to
nmerge to the west near the Great Salt Lake and are under confining conditions in these
areas. Boundaries have not been defined for these systens since they reportedly have
neither substantial lithologic differences nor large vertical head differences. The
shal | ow aquifer at the Site is conposed primarily of sedinments with alternating |ayers of
gravel, sand, poorly sorted nudfl ow deposits, and clay.

The groundwater flow direction in the shallow aquifer at the Site is generally west-
northwest, with static groundwater elevations ranging from4,256 ft amsl to 4,267 ft
ansl, with a very shallowto flat gradient. |In general, the highest water |evels were
neasured in the spring and sumrer nonths (i.e., March and June 2003), and the | owest
water |levels were neasured in the fall and winter nonths (i.e., Septenmber and Decenber
2003).

Monitoring wells MMO0O1, MW¥02, MVW04, MMO7, and the shallow BarCads™in M¥09 and MV 10
(Figure 2-1) had at |east one TCE detection. (The BarCad™wel|ls have three sanpling
depths: upper, nmid, and a lower.) O these monitoring wells, MW02, MMO04, and MM 07 had
TCE concentrations exceeding the MCL, with concentrations as high as 19 ug/L, 12 ug/L,
and 160 ug/L respectively (Table 5-1). Even though there is variability for the TCE data
avail able for MM02 and MW 04, the data show that concentrations of TCE in these two
nonitoring wells have increased since the first sanples collected i n Decenber 2001, as
presented in Figures 5-3 and 5-4. Possible explanations for the increase in TCE
concentrations as the water level at the Site dropped and stabilized include m gration of
the "core" of the plume toward these wells or an increase due to less dilution from
groundwat er recharge.

From the groundwater data collected during this R, a narrow plume of ground water

i npacted by TCE can be inferred extendi ng west-northwest fromthe area around MMO07, as
illustrated on the TCE isoconcentration contour map (Figure 5-5). The vertical extent of
TCE in the ground water is inferred to extend no deeper than 130 ft bgs because sanpl es
from MM08, which is screened from 130 to 150 ft bgs and installed in proximty to MMO7,
show no detections of either TCE or its degradation product, cis-1,2-DCE. Also sanple
results fromthe mddle (approximately 180 ft bgs) and deep (approximately 220 ft bgs)
Bar Cads™in MM09 and MV 10 show no detections of either TCE or cis-I,2-DCE

5.3.3 Nature and Extent of TCE in the Vadose Zone

Vadose zone soil sanples showed a vadose zone conprised of interbedded sands, clays, and
gravels. In addition, the water bearing units were found to be gravelly sands and sandy
gravel s.

The TCE concentration in the vadose zone ranged from non-detect to 680 m crograns per
kil ograns (ug/kg), estimated (Table 5-2). The highest concentration for TCE (estimated



at 680 ug/kg) was detected in a sanple collected fromthe 10 to 15 ft bgs interval from
within the footprint of the UST. Sanmples fromthe 10 to 15 ft bgs interval (in the
former aboveground tank storage area) and MMO09 (in the former |ocation of the sunp) were
vi si bly contam nated; however, the TCE results canme back non-detect at 1,600 and 230

ug/ kg respectively, possibly masked by the raised detection limts resulting fromthe
hi gh | evel of contamination. Two visibly contam nated sanples collected fromthe UST
excavation also had rai sed detection limts mat possibly nmasked the TCE results. The
only other detects of TCE (Table 5-2) at the Site were from sanples collected from

? UST excavation (TEO1l) estinmated at 7 ug/Kkg;

? Subsurface soil sanple (DP07) at ne 15- to 25-ft and 40- to 45-ft intervals, at an
estimated value of 5 and 220 ug/ kg, respectively;

? Drilling core (MW¥10) at 4 ug/kg in the sanple collected from79 to 80 ft bgs;

? Drilling core (M¥08) in the 79 to 80 ft bgs sanple, at an estimted val ue of 1
ug/ kg; and

? Drilling core (MM 9) in the 49 to 50, 69 to 70, and 79 to 80 ft bgs samples, al
at an estimated val ue of 2 ug/Kkg.

The soil saturation linmt for TCE was cal cul ated to determni ne whether the concentration
| evel s detected indicate that the soil pore air and pore water are saturated, indicating
that TCE is present in free phase. Subsurface soil TCE results were conpared to generic
mgration to groundwater soil screening |levels to evaluate contam nant | eachate potentia
fromsoil to ground water.

The soil saturation linmt for TCE was cal cul ated at 1183.5 ng/ kg usi ng TCE-specific,
site-specific and default data. There was no TCE detected at concentrati ons mat exceeded
the calculated soil saturation limt of 1183.5 ng/kg; therefore, it is not believed that
TCE is present in free phase format the Site.

To evaluate the potential of TCE | eaching out of the soil matrix into the ground water
infiltrating at the Site, a conservative generic TCE soil screening | evel (60 ug/kg)
protective of human health was used. A default dilution factor of 20 was used in

devel oping this screening | evel because it is considered protective for sources up to 0.5
acre in size and is recommended for Sites with deep water tables.

The detected TCE concentrations in the boreholes ranged from 1.0 ug/kg (estimated) to
905.0 ug/ kg (estimated). Only borehol e DPO7 (905.0 ug/kg) had TCE exceeding 60 ug/kg, in
sanples fromthe 10 to 15 ft bgs interval. This interval is conprised of a clayey matrix
and was al so the interval that had visibly contam nated soil in DPO8 and MW¥ 09 for which
t he sanpl es had el evated detection Iimts, which possibly nasked the TCE concentration in
these sanples. Field screening PIDresults also indicated that the 10 to 15 ft interva
in DPO7, DP08, and MW 09 had the highest total organic vapor concentrations.

The 10 to 15 ft interval surroundi ng DPO7 has the potential to | each out of the soi
matrix into the ground water infiltrating at the Site. The TCE detected below the 10 to
15 ft interval was orders of magnitude | ower than the TCE concentration in the 10 to 15
ft interval, indicating that the clayey matrix retards the downward mgration of TCE
Al'so, the ratio of TCE/ cis-1,2-DCE below the 10 to 15 ft interval is smaller than 1
(0.05-0.6), suggesting that the TCE is getting transformed with depth. These two
factors, conbined with the significant dilution and attenuation that occurs due to the
travel distance required to reach the water table (typically around 100 ft bgs) and the
presence of intermttent clay |ayers, suggest that the 10 to 15 ft interval will not be a
significant | ong-termsource of TCE contam nation to the ground water

5.3.4 Rl Concl usion Summary

The likely sources of contamination are in the areas of the former UST | ocated south of
the | aboratory, the sunp, and the forner aboveground storage tank area to the east of the
| aboratory (Figure 2-1). TCE was detected in the subsurface soil as deep as 80 ft bgs,



but the majority of the contam nation mass is contained in a day |ayer that exists at 10
to 15 ft bgs, where the highest TCE concentrations were detected. The contamnation in
the vadose zone is interpreted to cover an area no larger than 700 square feet (ft?), wth
a maxi mum depth of 80 ft bgs.

The extent of the groundwater contanination is interpreted to cover an area no | arger
than 8,000 ft2, and no deeper than 130 ft bgs, and renmains dose to the probable source
areas. Sanples collected fromnonitoring wells screened deeper than 130 ft bgs indicate
t he absence (or below detection limt concentrations) of TCE deeper within the aquifer
The presence of intermttent clay |layers has prevented the bul k of the contam nation
plume frommgrating vertically beyond a depth of 130 ft bgs. Factors liniting the

| ateral plunme migration include the geologic conditions and the significantly flat
hydraulic gradient at the Site.

Section 6: Current and Potential Future G oundwater Uses

The Site is currently zoned for comercial light industrial use but is not actively in
use at the tine this ROD was prepared. The Site is owned by two entities, Kemar

Cor poration which owns the western third of the Site and Intel nountain G| Conpany that
owns the eastern two thirds of the Site. The caretaker and owner of several itens stored
in the onsite garage visits the Site periodically.

The Site is bordered by residential properties to the north and east. The property to
the south of the Site and fronting 500 Wst is a partially devel oped conmercial property.
One residence and another conmercial property lie between the Site and 500 West.

Due to its location, the Site should be considered as a potential residential area for
future land use. Currently, no one is using this portion of the aquifer for drinking
water. However, the State of U ah considers the ground water a potential drinking water
source. It is not possible to determ ne when the upper portion of the aquifer nmay be
used for a drinking water source.

Section 7: Sunmmaries of Site R sks

Bot h baseline human health and ecol ogi cal risks were evaluated at the IWOR for QUL. The
results of these risks assessnments were presented in the ROD for QUL

A baseline human health risk assessnment (BHHRA) was conducted for ground water under OU2.
This BHHRA was conpleted in April 2004. The only contam nated of concern identified by
the BHHRA was TCE. The detailed human health ri sk assessnent cal cul ati ons of cancer and
non- cancer risks from exposure to ground water concluded the follow ng main points.

? The only chenmical that contributes risk above the EPA s usual |evel of concern
(Hazard Quotient (HQ =1, cancer risk=1 in 10,000) to either workers or future
residents is TCE. Al other COPCs contribute risks that are bel ow the EPA' s usua
| evel of concern.

? Non-cancer risks from TCE are above a | evel of concern (H@1) to current or future
onsite workers only in MWO07. For hypothetical future on-site residents, non-cancer
risks from TCE are above a | evel of concern in Wlls M¥02, MMO04, and MM O07.

? Cancer risks from TCE are above the EPA's usual |evel of concern (1 in 10,000) to
both workers and hypothetical future on-site residents in Wlls MM02, MWV 04,
and/ or MM 07 (dependi ng on which cancer slope factors are used). Total reasonable
maxi mum exposure (RME) cancer risk to residents al so exceeded 1 in 10,000 in Wells
MWV 08 and MM 010, dependi ng on which slope factors are assunmed for TCE

? For non-cancer risk, the exposure pathway of chief concern is ingestion, with a
relatively small contribution frominhalation. For cancer risks, the relative



contribution of oral and inhalation exposure depends upon whi ch sl ope factor val ues
are used.

? The risk frominhal ation exposure is determ ned al nost entirely by TCE rel eased
fromindoor uses of water, with only a snmall contribution due to intrusion of TCE
vapors from ground water via soil

At the Site, available data indicate that potential risks to current or future on-site
wor kers and hypot hetical future on-site residents fromexposure to ground water are due
al nost entirely to the presence of TCE. The locations of chief concern due to TCE are
wells MW02, MMO04, and M¥07. Risks are contributed both by ingestion of TCE in
drinki ng water and inhal ati on of TCE rel eased fromindoor water uses into indoor air

Ri sks fromintrusion of TCE through soil into indoor air are minimal. Currently, the
oral and inhalation cancer slope factors for TCE are under debate. Hence, the cancer
risk estimates for TCE are uncertain and may be subject to revision as new toxicol ogi ca
data or eval uations becone available. Additionally, it is currently being debated

whet her TCE is a possible or probable human carci nogen. Gven all these factors, the
response action selected in this ROD is necessary to protect the public health or welfare
or the environnment from actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances into the
envi ronnent .

Section 8: Renedial Action Objectives

The ground water addressed by O at the Site is a potential future source of drinking
water. The goal is to protect potential future residents or workers fromrisks

associ ated with the possible ingestion or inhalation of vapors fromthe ground water.
The main cl eanup objectives are:

? Restore the aquifer to beneficial use (drinking water standards) within a
reasonabl e tine frane;

? Prevent exposure to contani nated ground water through ingestion of contaninated
ground water, or inhalation of vapors during use; and

? Prevent the future contam nation of ground water that is currently uncontam nated.
The nost stringent standards for drinking water are the MCLs defined in the dean Water
Act As the only COC for ground water is TCE, treatnent of the ground water to drinking
wat er standards for TCE concentrations (at or below 5 ug/L) would restore the aquifer to
benefici al use.

The goal of reducing further groundwater contam nation has been acconplished through the

renpval of contam nation sources. Since the source area and soils contam nation are
addressed in QUlL, there are no soil renedial action objectives (RAGs) for QOU2.

Section 9: Descriptions of Alternatives

The process options for remedi ati on of contami nated ground water at the IWOR Site have
been conbined into five renedial alternatives. These alternatives are:

? Alternative GM1: No Action;
? Aternative GM2: Goundwater Extraction and Treat nent;

? Aternative GW#3: Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE), and G oundwater Extraction and
Tr eat nent ;

? Aternative GW¥4: Air Sparging, SVE, and Groundwater Extraction and Treatnent; and



? Aternative G#5: Dual Phase Extraction (DPE) and Treatnent.

These proposed alternatives have been formul ated according to the NCP Section 300.430(e)
and are intended to neet RAGs to varying degrees. Al the alternatives, except for the
No Action Alternative, have commbn conponents. These comobn conponents are:

? Land Use Control, or institutional control. The land use control will prevent the
installation of a water well on the property until drinking water standards are met
in the ground water.

? NMnitoring. A monitoring plan to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy will be
devel oped and i nplemented. The plan will likely include sanpling at |east four
wells nmonthly for the first six nonths, and quarterly thereafter.

? Treatnment and Discharge. A treatnent system using granul ated activated carbon
(GAC) will be constructed to treat the extracted ground water. The treated water
wi Il be discharged, nost likely to a stormwater sewer system

The alternatives considered are described below. The capital cost, annual operation and
mai nt enance cost, present worth costs, and estinmated years to achieve RAGs are presented
in Table 9-1. A discount factor of 7 percent over five years was used to determine the
present worth costs.

9.1 Aternative GM1: No Action

Al ternative GM1 contains no renedial actions addressing the groundwater plune at the
Site. The purpose of providing a no action alternative is to provide a baseline agai nst
whi ch the other renedial alternatives can be conpared.

9.2 Aternative GM2: Goundwater Extraction and Treat ment

This alternative provides for the active restoration of the aquifer through extraction
and treatnent of ground water fromexisting monitoring wells MM02 and MM04. The
punping perfornmed will also serve to linmt off site nmgration of contanmination during
restoration. It is estimated it would take up to five years to achieve RAGs using this
alternative.

9.3 Aternative GM3: SVE, and G oundwater Extraction and Treat nent

This alternative provides for the active restoration of the aquifer through soil vapor
extraction (SVE) at MMO07, and groundwater extraction and treatment at MM02 and MM 04.

A vacuum bl ower skid consisting of vapor/liquid separator, air filter, vacuum bl ower, and
associ ated controls and instrunentations will be used to extract vapor from MMO7 to
remove residual TOE fromthe unsaturated soil. A vacuum blower will be used to create a
negative pressure for vapor renmoval. O f-gas treatment via vapor phase GAC will be used
to treat extracted vapor if needed. G oundwater extraction will be acconplished as
described in GW¥2. The common conponents |listed previously would be inplenmented. It is
estimated it would take up to five years to achieve RAGs using this alternative.

9.4 Aternative GM4: Air Sparging, SVE, and G oundwater Extraction and

Tr eat ment

This alternative provides for the active restoration of the aquifer through air sparging
at MM08, SVE at MM 07, and groundwater extraction and treatnent at MM02 and M¥04. The
air sparging well is tied into the discharge of an air conpressor that can transfer up to
15 scfmat 15 psi into the air sparging well. The soil vapor is then collected through
MM 07 and noved to the vapor treatnent system described in Alternative G#3. Any
condensate collected fromthe vapor/liquid separator is treated in a small |iquid phase
GAC unit. Goundwater extraction will be acconplished as described in Alternative GW2.
The common conponents |isted previously would be inplemented. It is estimated it would
take up to four years to achieve RAGs using this alternative.

9.5 Alternative GM5: Dual Phase Extraction and Treat nent
This alternative provides for the active restoration of the aquifer through dual phase
extraction (DPE) at MM02 and MM 04. DPE involves groundwater extraction and SVE through



the sane well. Gound water will be extracted fromboth DPE wells, effectively
dewatering the capillary fringe, and a vacuum bl ower will be used to apply high vacuumto
renove the residual TCE fromthe unsaturated soil. Vapors fromboth DPE wells will be
transferred to the same vapor treatnent system described in Alternative GWM3.

Groundwat er extraction will be acconplished as described in Alternative GM2. The common
conponents listed previously would be inplenented. It is estinated it would take up to
four years to achieve RAGCs using this alternative.

9.6 Additional Supplenent to the Alternatives

There are 25 containers in the garage that were not addressed during the renpval action
that was conpleted in 2001. These containers do not present a human health risk in their
current state. Many are one or 5-gallon containers and many contain old industrial paint

However, if not managed or di sposed of properly, the containers and their contents could
present a risk. Additionally the condition of sone of the containers is deteriorating.
Due to their characteristic or chemical contents, nmost of the containers would be
classified as a hazardous waste for disposal purposes.

In order to assure the proper managerment and di sposal of the containers and their
contents, a supplement to any of the identified alternatives (except the no action
alternative) includes disposing of these containers and their contents. Further

i nformati on on these containers and their content can be found in the OU1 RI and the
adm nistrative record for OQJ2. The di sposal should not add significant cost to any of
the alternatives.

Section 10: Conparative Analysis of Alternatives

Table 10-1 presents a conparative anal ysis of each of the four alternatives including the
fol | owi ng:

Protection of human health and the environnent;

Conpl i ance with ARARs;

Short-term ef fecti veness;

Long-term ef fecti veness;

Reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volune through treatnent;
| mpl ementability; and

Present Worth Cost

B IS S B B R

10.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnment

As shown in Table 10-1, all alternatives except the No Action Alternative provide
protection of human health and the environment by preventing exposure to contani nated
ground water through treatment of the contam nation

10.2 Conpliance with ARARs

Al the alternatives except the No Action Alternative would conmply with ARARs.
Identified ARARs include Water Quality and Drinking Water Standards. The No Action
Al ternative would not neet ARARs. (The ARARs identified for the selected renedy in
Tabl es 13-1 and 13-2 include the ARARs considered for all the alternatives.)

10.3 Short-Term Effectiveness

Al the alternatives would have little inpact on workers and the surroundi ng conmunity
during the construction phase. Alternatives GM4 and GW¥#5 woul d effectively neet cleanup
goal s over a shorter period of tine than the other alternatives.

10.4 Long-Term Effectiveness

Al ternatives GM2 through GM5 provide |ong- termeffectiveness and pernanence by
treating the ground water. Under Alternatives GM4 and GW5, the cl eanup goals should be
reached sooner than the other alternatives.



10.5 Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volune through Treatnment

Al ternatives GM2 through GM5 woul d reduce the toxicity and volume of the contam nation
through treatment. These alternatives would also help contain the contani nated ground
wat er, thereby reducing contami nant mobility. Alternative GM1, No Action, would not
reduce the toxicity, nobility, or volume of the contanination

10.6 Inplenentability

Alternative 1, No Action, is easy to inplenent, as nothing needs to be done. Alternative
GW¥ 2 through G¥5 should be easy to inplenent. These alternatives involve commonly used
technol ogi es and t he same packaged treatnent system

10.7 Present Wirth Cost

There are no costs associated with the No Action Alternative except for the cost
associated with a review every five years. The other alternatives have the sane cost for
a 5-year review.

Alternative GM4 has the highest capital and operation and mai ntenance cost. GM2 has
the | owest capital and operation and nai ntenance cost. GW3 and GM5 have the sane
operation and mai ntenance cost. The present worth cost of GW#4 and GM5 is | ower than
the other two alternatives because cl eanup shoul d be achi eved sooner. Al though GW¥5 has
t he second hi ghest capital cost, it will take less tine to reach the cleanup goal. Thus,
the present worth cost of GM5 is the |owest of all the renedies, except for the No
Action Alternative.

10.8 State and Community Acceptance

The State of Utah concurs with the selected remedy. Only two people's coments were
recei ved during the public comrent period. Both of these conmments were stated during the
public neeting. One suggested that perhaps nothing nore than groundwater nonitoring
needed to be done at the Site. The other conment did not directly relate to the cleanup
alternatives that were presented. Therefore, due to the lack of conmunity concern about
t he cl eanup proposal, it can be assuned that the comrunity is not opposed to the sel ected
remedy.

Section 11: Principal Threat \Wste

The NCP establishes an expectation that EPA will use treatnent to address the principal
threats posed by a Site wherever practicable (NCP 300.40.(a)(1)(iii)(A)). Ildentifying
principal threat wastes conbi nes concepts of both hazard and risk. 1In general, principa

threat wastes are those source materials considered to be highly toxic or highly nobile
whi ch generally cannot be contained in a reliable nmanner or would present a significant
risk to human health or the environnment should exposure occur. The nanner in which
principal threat wastes are addressed generally will determ ne whether the statutory
preference for treatnent as a principal element of a remedy is satisfied.

Exanmpl es of principal threat wastes include, but are not limted to the foll ow ng:

Liquid source material - waste contained in druns, |agoons or tanks, free product in the
subsurface such as non-aqueous phase |iquids (NAPLs) containing contam nants of concern.
Ground water is generally excluded.

Mobi | source naterial - surface soil or subsurface soil containing high concentrations of
chem cal s of concern that are nobile due to wind entrai nment, volatilization, surface
runof f or subsurface transport

Hi ghly toxic source material - buried drumed non-liquid wastes, buried tanks containing
non-1liquid wastes, or soils containing significant concentrations of highly toxic
mat eri al s.

| WOR OU2 does not contain a principal threat waste.



Section 12: Sel ect ed Renedy

12.1 Detailed Description of the Sel ected Renedy

The EPA's selected remedy is a conmbination of Alternatives G¥2 and GM5, plus the

di sposal of the containers in the garage. The selected remedy conbi nes dual phase
extraction (DPE) and groundwater punp and treatnent to optinize the cleanup
Additionally, the containers in the garage woul d be di sposed of properly so they do not
present a risk in the future.

Where effective in renoving contam nated vapors as well as contani nated ground water, DPE
will be used. Where, or when, nere are no significant contani nated soil vapors recovered
t hrough DPE, groundwater punp and treatment will be used. The cleanup goals are the
MCLs. The Operation and Maintenance (O&\V) Pl an devel oped during the renedial action wll
detail the criteria and options for determ ning when the cleanup goals are net.

The cost of the conbined renedy will be the sanme as the cost of GW#5 with the addition of
t he contai ner disposal. The DPE technology that allows the cleanup goals to be achieved
in 4 years will be used where effective. A sinpler groundwater punp and treatnent
technology will be used where there are no contaninated soil vapors. Disposal of the
containers, will add little to the overall cost. Thus, the cleanup goals should be
achieved in 4 years with the cost as presented in G¥5. These cost are sumari zed in
Table 9-1 detailed in Table 12-1. Conponents of the selected renedy are:

? Land Use Control, or institutional control. The |and use control will prevent the
installation of a drinking water well on the property until drinking water
standards are net in the ground water

? NMnitoring. A monitoring plan to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy will be
devel oped and i npl emrented. The plan will likely include sanpling at |east four
wells nmonthly for the first six nonths, and quarterly thereafter. Analytica
parameters will include TCE and potential degradation products.

? Goundwater and vapor extraction. The ground water will be punped fromtwo wells

(MM02 and M¥04). A DPE systemw |l be used at MM04. DPE involves groundwater
extraction and SVE through the sane well.

? Goundwater Treatnent and Discharge. A treatnent system using granul ated activated

carbon (GAC) will be constructed to treat the extracted ground water. The treated
water will be discharged, nost Likely to a stormwater sewer system The effluent
will neet the criteria to the receiving facility, e.g. the city for the storm
dr ai n.

? Vapor Treatnent. O f-gas treatnent via vapor phase GAC will be used to treat

extracted vapor if the vapors are above state standards.

12.2 Summary of the Rationale for the Sel ected Renedy

The groundwat er concentrations of TCE in the ground water at the Site have been slowy

i ncreasing over tine. The ground water is moving slowy in the northwest direction and
contam nation is noving off-site in the ground water. Although potential contam nation
sources have been renpved it is not known how much nore the groundwater contam nation may
i ncrease or when (or if) the ground water may be used as a drinking water source. A
conbi ned GM2 and GV 5 renedy:

? Meets the threshold cleanup evaluation criteria (overall protection of human health
and the environnent, and conpliance with ARARS).

? Provides long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence for future uses of the property.

? Enables safe future use of the ground water by restoring it to beneficial use
within a reasonable time frane.



? Addresses the source areas through groundwater and soil vapor extraction
? Prevents further nigration of the contam nated groundwater plune.
? Is readily inplenmentable.

? |s cost effective.

The sel ected remedy provides the quickest nmethod of achieving cl eanup goals with the
| east cost. It uses relatively sinple and effective technol ogi es and treat nent
conmponent s.

12.3 Expected Qutcones of the Sel ected Renedy
The expected outconmes of the selected renedy are:

? Contai nment of the current groundwater contam nation

? Prevention of exposure to contami nated ground water above drinking water standards
t hrough use of an institutional control

? Meeting TCE drinking water levels (MCL of 5 ug/1) within 4 years allowi ng for
unlimted use of the ground water at the Site; and

? Prevention of future contam nation through treatnent of soil vapors in the source
ar eas.

Section 13: Statutory Determ nations

Under CERCLA121 and the NCP, EPA nust sel ect renedies that are protective of human health
and the environnent, conply with ARARs (unless statutory waivers are justified), are
cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies or
resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi num extent practicable. In addition, CERCLA

i ncludes a preference for renedies that enploy treatnent that pernmanently and
significantly reduces the volune, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous waste as a principa
el ement of the selected renmedy. The follow ng sections discuss how the sel ected renedy
neets these statutory requirenents.

13.1 Protection of Human Heal th and the Environment

The selected remedy is protective of human health as its treatment conponent elim nates
ri sk of exposure fromthe three pathways outlined in the conceptual Site nodel. By
treating the TCE in ground water, risks to human health fromdirect ingestion of the
ground wat er when used as a drinking water source, inhalation of TCE through indoor water
use, and inhalation of TCE that migrate up through the soil are elim nated.

13.2 Conpliance wth ARARs

By extracting and treating both vapors and ground water to standards outlined in the
chemical and action specific ARARs determned for OU2, the selected renmedy is conpliant
with these ARARs as shown in Table 13-1 and 13-2.

13.3 Cost Effectiveness

The selected remedy is cost effective. In making this determ nation, the foll ow ng
definition set forth in the NCP was used: "A renedy shall be cost-effective if its costs
are proportional to its overall effectiveness." (40 CFR 8300.430(f)(l1)(ii)(D)). This
was acconplished by evaluating the "overall effectiveness" of those alternatives that
satisfy the threshold criteria. Overall effectiveness was eval uated by assessing three
of the five balancing criteria in conbination (long-term effectiveness and per manence;
reduction of toxicity, nobility, and volune through treatnent; and short-term

ef fectiveness). Overall effectiveness was then conpared to costs to determ ne cost

ef fecti veness. The relationship of the overall effectiveness of this renedi al



alternative was deternmned to be proportional to its costs, and, hence, this alternative
represents a reasonable value for the nmoney to be spent.

Al of the alternatives evaluated for OJU2 ground water are evaluated equally in long-term
ef fecti veness and pernmanence, and reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume of waste.

A summary eval uati on presenting the cost of the selected renedy (alternative GW¥5) is
presented in Table 12-1

13.4 Utilization of Permanent Sol utions and Alternative Treat nent

Technol ogi es to the Maxi mum Extent Practi cable

The sel ected renedy represents the naxi mum extent to which pernmanent sol utions and
treatment technol ogies can be utilized in a practicable nanner at the Site. O those
alternatives that are protective of human health and the environnent and conply with
ARARs, the selected remedy provides the best trade-offs in terms of the five bal anci ng
criteria while also considering the statutory preference for treatnment as a principa
el ement and bi as against off Site treatnment and disposal, and considering State and
comuni ty acceptance.

13.5 Preference for Treatnent as a Principal Elenent

The selected renedy utilizes granular activated carbon (GAQ to treat groundwater

contam nati on and vapors (if needed). Therefore, the statutory preference for remedies
that enploy treatnent as a principal elenent is satisfied.

13.6 Five-Year Review Requirenents

Because this renedy should not result in hazardous substances or pollutants or

contam nants renaining onsite above levels that allow for unlimted use and unrestricted
exposure to ground water, a statutory review will not be required. It is expected that
the renedial action objectives (cleanup levels) will be reached within five years. |If
the renedy takes nore than five years to attain renedial action objectives, a policy
review may be conducted within five years of construction conpletion to ensure that the
sel ected renedy is, or will be, protective of hunman health and the environnent.

Section 14: Docunentation of Significant Changes

The Proposed Plan for O was rel eased for public comment in June 2004. The Proposed
Plan identified the conbination of Alternatives G2 and GAb, as the preferred alternative
for treating OU2 groundwater contam nation. Additionally, the Proposed Plan al so

i ncl uded the proper disposal of the containers in the garage as part of the preferred
alternative. EPA reviewed all witten and verbal comrents subnmitted during the public
conmment period. It was determned that no significant changes to the renedy as described
in the Proposed Plan were necessary or appropriate.
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FIGURE 5-2: CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL FOR HUMAN EXPOSURE TO GROUNDWATER
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Figure 5-3: TCE Concenirations vs Groundwater Elevations al Monltoring Wel MW-02, IWOR OU2,
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Figure 5-4. TCE Concentrations vs Groundwater Elevations at Monitoring Well MW-04, IWOR OU2.
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TABLE 2-1: Quantitative Contam nants of Potential Concern (COPCs)
in Goundwater, |WOR OJ2

Cat egory Cheni cal Nane

Vol atil e Organic Conpounds | 1,1, 2-Trichl oroet hane
(V&Q) 1, 2- Di chl or oet hane
Br onof or m

Chl orof orm

ci s-1, 2-Di chl or oet hene

Di br omochl or onet hane

Tri chl or oet hene
Senm - VOC ( SVQOQ) bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate
1,2, 4-Trichl or obenzene

Hexachl or obut adi ene

PAH Napht hal ene

Not es:

COPC - contam nant of potential concern
VOC - vol atil e organic conmpounds

SVOC - seni-volatile conpounds

PAH - pol ycyclic aronatic hydrocarbon

Source: Syracuse Research Corporation (SRC). 2004. Draft Baseline Human
Health Ri sk Assessnent for the Intermountain Waste G| Refinery Site,
Bountiful, Utah. Operable Unit 2 (G oundwater). April.
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TABLE 9-1:

Cost Analysis of Alternative

Alternative

Alternative GWM2

Alternative GWV3
SVE, Extraction,

Alternative GW4
AS, SVE, Extraction,

Alternative GM5

Description GW 1 Extraction, Treatnent, DPE, Treatnent, and
; . Treat nent, and Treat nent, and .
No Action Di schar ge ' ' Di scharge
Di schar ge Di schar ge

Duration Indefinite 5 years 5 years 4 years 4 years
Capital Costs $0 $149, 200 $153, 400 $158, 500 $156, 400
Annual Q&M (yr 1) $0 $176, 700 $181, 200 $186, 500 $181, 200
Annual O8M 2" yr
through duration $0 $313, 335 $327, 894 $266, 778 $254, 027
Peri odi c Cost $39, 087 $18, 324 $18, 324 $18, 324 $18, 324
Total Present Worth $39, 100 $646, 100 $669, 000 $618, 000 $598, 200




TABLE 10-1:

Conparative Analysis of Alternatives

Reduction in

Al ternative Protectuoq}ofd Conpl i ance Short - Term Long- Term I?ﬁ[C'ty’ | bili Present Wrth
Desi gnati on Human Hga th an wi th ARARs Ef fectiveness Ef fecti veness Mobi [ity, or I npl ement abi lity . Cost
t he Environnent Vol une Thr ough (in thousands)
Tr eat ment
GM¥1: No Not protective No Not effective Not effective None | npl ement abl e $39
Further Action
GW 2: Protective. Meets Yes Effective. The | Effective. Cont am nant s | npl ement abl e $646
G oundwat er RAGCs including ICs time estimated | 5 years to are
Extraction, that woul d provide to restore the |restore per manent |y
Treat nent, and restriction on aquifer with aqui fer. removed from
Di schar ge groundwat er use this the site by
during duration of alternative is the treatment
treatment. 5 years. process
GW 3: Protective. Meets Yes Ef fective. The | Effective. Cont am nant s | npl ement abl e $669
SVE/ Groundwat er | RAGs including ICs time estimated | 5 years to are
Extraction, that woul d provide to restore the |restore per manent |y
Treatnent, and restriction on aquifer with aqui fer. renoved from
Di schar ge groundwat er use this the site by
during duration of alternative is the treatment
treatment. 5 years. process
GW 4: Protective. Meets Yes Effective. The | Effective. Cont am nant s | npl ement abl e $618
AS, SVE, RAGCs including ICs time estinmated 4 years to are
Extracti on, that woul d provide to restore the | restore per manent |y
Treat nent, and restriction on aquifer with aqui fer. removed from
Di schar ge groundwat er use this the site by
during duration of alternative is the treatnment
treatment. 4 years. process
GW 5: Protective. Meets Yes Ef fective. The | Effective. Cont am nant s | npl ement abl e $598
DPE, Treatnent, | RAGs including ICs time estimated | 4 years to are
and Di scharge that woul d provide to restore the |restore per manent |y
restriction on aquifer with aqui fer. renoved from

groundwat er use
during duration of
treatment.

this
alternative is
4 years.

the site by
the treatnent
process.




TABLE 12-1:

Cost Summary for the Sel ected Renedy (Alternative GM5 costs)

Alternative GM5

DPE, Treat nment,

and Di scharge

COST ESTI MATE SUMVARY

Site: Intermountain Waste G| Refinery
Locati on: Ut ah
Phase: Feasibility Study (-30%to +50%
Base Year: 2004
Dat e: June 2004
CAPI TAL COSTS:
DESCRI PTI ON WORKSHEET Qy UNI T(S) UNI T COST TOTAL NOTES
Contractor Wrk Plans Cw1 1 LS $26, 313 $26, 313
Mobi | i zati on/ Denobi | i zation of Drill R g CwW 7 0 LS $1, 897 $0 Mobi |'i ze/ denobi lize drill rig and equi pment
Extraction Well Installation CW9 0 EA $38, 005 $0 Drill/install extraction well (130 feet bgs)
Extraction Wl |l Punps CW12 2 EA $2, 432 $4, 864 Install subnersible punps
DPE Vel | Installation Cs-9 0 EA $38, 005 $0
DPE Syst em Bl ower CW 12 1 EA $758 $758 Install bl ower
Yard Pi ping CW 13 1 LS $5, 224 $5, 224 Extraction well and effluent discharge piping
Treat ment System CW 16 1 LS $9, 199 $9, 199 Treatment systemwi th GAC and influent tank
Treat ment System Punps CW12 2 EA $2,714 $5, 428 Transfer punps
Treat ment System Bui |l di ng CwW 17 1 LS $15, 826 $15, 826 15-feet by 15-feet pre-engineered building
Di sposal of Treated Water CW 26 1 LS $9, 413 $9, 413
SUBTOTAL $77, 025
Conti ngency (Scope and Bid) 40% $30, 810 25% Scope, 15% Bid (H gh/md val ues of
SUBTOTAL $107, 835 recommended range)
Proj ect Managenent 10% $10, 764 Percent age from Exhi bit 5-8 was used
20% $21, 567 Percent age from Exhibit 5-9 was used
Remedi al Design 15% $16, 176 Percent age from Exhibit 5-9 was used
Constructi on Managenent TOTAL $156, 361
TOTAL CAPI TAL COST | $156, 400
ANNUAL COSTS: TREATMENT SYSTEM O&M ( YEAR 1)
DESCRI PTI ON WORKSHEET qQry UNI T(S) UNI T COST TOTAL NOTES
O8M of Treatment System CW 20 1 LS $72, 210 $72, 210 Cost is per year.
Treat ment System i nfluent and Effl uent CW 6 1 LS $16, 577 $18, 577 Treatment systeminfluent and effl uent
Moni tori ng noni toring
G oundwat er Monitoring CW 4 1 LS $35, 214 $35,214 | Cost is for annual quarterly groundwater nonitoring
SUBTOTAL $126, 001
Cont i ngency (Scope and Bid) 15% $18, 900 5% Scope 10% Bid (Low val ues of recommended ranges)
SUBTOTAL $144, 901
Proj ect Managenent 10% .
Techni cal Support 15% $14, 490 The high end of the recommended range used
$21,735 | The mid value of the recommended range used
TOTAL $181, 125
TOTAL ANNUAL TREATMENT SYSTEM Q&M COST | $181, 200

Conti nued on Next Page




TABLE 12-1:

Cost Summary for the Sel ected Renedy (Alternative GM5 costs)

Alternative GM5

DPE, Treatnent, and Di scharge

COST ESTI MATE SUMVARY

Site: Intermountain Waste G| Refinery

Locati on: Ut ah

Phase: Feasibility Study (-30%to +50%

Base Year: 2004

Dat e: June 2004

ANNUAL COSTS: TREATMENT SYSTEM Q&M ( AFTER YEAR1)

DESCRI PTI ON WORKSHEET qQry UNIT(S) UNI T COST TOTAL NOTES

&M of Treatment System Cw 18 1 LS $41, 741 $41, 741 Cost is per year.

Treatment System i nfluent and Effl uent CW6 1 LS $6, 786 $6, 786 Treatment systeminfluent and effluent

Moni tori ng noni tori ng

G oundwat er Monitoring CW4 1 LS $23, 476 $23, 476 Cost is for annual quarterly groundwater monitoring
SUBTOTAL $72,003

Cont i ngency (Scope and Bid) 15% $10, 800 5% Scope 10% Bi d (Low val ues of recommended ranges)
SUBTOTAL $82, 803

Proj ect Managenent 10% .

Techni cal Support 15% $8, 280 The h! gh end of the recommended range used

$12, 420 The m d val ue of the recomended range used
TOTAL $103, 503

TOTAL ANNUAL TREATMENT SYSTEM &M COST $103, 600

PERI QDI C COSTS:  FI VE- YEAR REVI EW AND | CP REVI EW UPDATE ( EVERY 5 YEARS)

DESCRI PTI ON WORKSHEET qQry UNI T(S) UNI T COST
Fi ve- Year Revi ew Report CW 2 1 LS $11, 278
Institutional Control Plan Review Update CW 3 1 LS $6, 577
SUBTOTAL
Conti ngency (Scope and Bid) 15%
SUBTOTAL
Proj ect Managenent 10%
Techni cal Support 15%
TOTAL

TOTAL
$11, 278

$6, 577
$17, 855

$2,678
$20, 533

$2, 053
$3, 080
$25, 666

TOTAL PERI ODI C FI VE- YEAR AND | CP REVI EW UPDATE COST $25, 700

NOTES

Cost is per Five-Year Review Report
Cost is per Institutional Control Plan
Revi ew Updat e

5% Scope 10% Bi d (Low val ues of recommended ranges)

The high end of the recomrended range used
The m d val ue of the recomended range used

PRESENT VALUE ANALYSI S:

TOTAL COST DI SCOUNT PRESENT
COST TYPE YEAR( S) PER YEAR FACTOR (7% VALUE NOTES
Capi tal Cost 0 $156, 400 1. 0000 $156, 400 Capital (one-time) cost
Annual Treatnent System O&M Cost Year 1 1 $181, 200 0. 9350 $169, 422 Annual cost, year 1
Annual Treatnent System and Mnitoring Cost After Year 1 2to 4 $103, 600 2.4520 $254, 027
Fi ve- Year Revi ew Report/|C Pl an Revi ew Updat e Cost 5 $25, 700 0. 7130 $18, 324 Periodic cost, every 5 years
begi nning in year 5
TOTAL PRESENT VALUE OF ALTERNATI VE GW5 $598, 200
Not es:

-Percentages used for indirect costs are based on gui dance from Section 5.0 “A Cui de to Devel opi ng and Docunenti ng cost Estimates During the

Feasi bility Study,” EPA 2000. Total
-Discount factor is the sumof the present values of the years in which the cost will
figures and sunmed.

Abbreviations: EA each

QTY QUANTI TY LS lump sum

costs presented on this table are rounded to the nearest $100.
be incurred.

Val ues were truncated to three significant




TABLE 13-1:

Chem cal - Specific ARARs for G oundwater

State Primary Drinking State Drinking Water St at e Groundwat er
. MCL/ MCLG - )
Chemi cal (/L) (1) Wat er Standard Action Levels Qual ity Standards
(my/ L) (my/ L) (my/L) (2)
Trichl or oet hene 0. 005/ zero 0. 005 NA 0. 005

NA no concentration avail abl e.

(1) 40 CFR Part 141, Subparts B, F, and G Maxi mum contam nant |evels (MCLs) are enforceable drinking water standards under the Safe Drinking Water
Act. Maxi mum contam nant |evels goals (MCLGs) are unenforceable goals at which “no known or anticipated adverse effect on the health of
persons” will occur. Under NCP, MCLs and non-zero MCLGs are relevant and appropriate standards for surface and groundwater, which is a current
or potential source of drinking water. The MCL for arsenic will change to 0.01 ng/L effective in January 2006.

(2) UAC R317-6-2. State Ground Water Quality Standards.

These levels are corrective action standards for cleanup of contani nated groundwater.




TABLE 13-2: Action-Specific ARARs
St andard, Requirenent, } . R ARARs
Criteria or Eim’tation G tation Description Det er mi nati on Conmrent
Well Drilling UAC R655-4 Est abl i shes standards for Applicabl e Requi renents are applicable for
St andar ds drilling and abandonnent of installing or abandoning wells at |VWWOR
wel |'s.
Ceneral Requirenents UACR307- 101 Qutlines general Applicabl e Conpliance with National Ambient Air
for Air Conservation requirements for Air Qual ity Standards (NAAQS) required for
Conservati on. treatnent process that emit contani nant
into air. Definitions for Air
Conservation rul es provided.
Davis, Salt Lake and UAC R307- 309 Specifies requirenments for Applicabl e This requirenent is applicable to
Ut ah Counties. Qgden fugitive dust control in activities that could result in the
City and any non- Davi s County. em ssion of fugitive dust (e.g.,
attai nment area for construction, excavation).
PMLO: Fugitive
Em ssi ons and Fugitive
dust .
Condi tions for I|ssuing UAC R307-401-6 Requi renents for Applicabl e These requirements are applicable to air
Approval Oders i mpl ement ati on of Best em ssions, including enissions from any
Avai | abl e Control treat nent systens.
Technol ogy (BACT) and
conpliance with National
Primary and Secondary
Anbient Air Quality
St andar ds.
Em ssi on | npact UAC R307-410 An eval uation of anbient Applicabl e These requirements are applicable for
Anal ysi s air Inpacts related to potential air emi ssions, including those
toxic air pollutants is fromwaste treatnent processes.
required. The rule defines
procedures for devel oping
toxi c screening levels for
air pollutants.
Smal | Source UAC R307-413-2 Em ssions are exenpt from Applicabl e Actual enissions of VOCs nust be | ess
Exenptions -- De regul ati on under R307-401- than 5 tons per year. Em ssions of any
M nimi s Emi ssions 6 if they nmeet the de singl e hazardous air pollutant cannot
m ni m s standards. exceed 500 pounds per year. Em ssions of
any conbi nation of hazardous air
pol lutants cannot exceed 2000 pounds per
year.
Corrective Action UAC R311-211 The rul e addresses cl eanup Applicabl e The cl ean-up strategy nust achieve

Cl eanup St andards
Policy - CERCLA and
Under ground St or age
Tank (UST) sites

requi rements at CERCLA and

UST sites.

conpliance, with the policy. The policy
is an applicable requirenent that sets
forth criteria for establishing clean- up
standards and requires source control or
renoval , and prevention of further

degr adati on.




St andard, Requirenent,

ARARs

Criteria or Limtation G tation Description Det er mi nati on Conment
Definitions and UAC R315-1 and Qutlines general Applicabl e General rules and definitions will be
CGeneral Requirenents R315- 2 requi rements and provides appl i cabl e to managenent of generated
for Solid and definitions for Uah Solid hazar dous wast es
Hazar dous Waste and Hazardous Waste rul es.
Hazar dous Waste UAC R315-5 Qutlines requirenents for Appl i cabl e Requi renents woul d be applicable for
CGener at or Requi renents hazar dous waste generators. hazardous waste generated as a result of
State analog to 40 CFR Part cleanup activities (e.g., soil excavated
262. during drilling or trenching activities
and spent carbon from groundwat er
treatnent units if these wastes exhibit a
characteristic of hazardous waste).
Emer gency Control s UAC R315-9 Qutlines requirenents for Applicabl e The rul e specifies requirenents for
emer gency control s of i medi ate action, cleanup and reporting
hazar dous waste spills. for hazardous waste spills. The
requi rements woul d be applicable for any
on-site hazardous waste spills during
cl eanup activities.
Cl ean-up Action and UAC R315-101 This rul e establishes risk- Applicabl e The rule allows closure of facilities to
Ri sk-Based C osure based cl osure standards for ri sk based standards. It requires
St andard managenent of sites appropri ate site nanagenent for
contam nated with hazardous facilities based on identified | evels of
waste or hazardous risk. Appropriate site management may
constituents. include corrective action, nonitoring
post closure care, institutional controls
and site security.
Definitions and UAC R317-1 Provi des definitions and Applicabl e The provisions of the rule are ARARs for
CGeneral Requirenents general requirenments for activities involving surface or
water quality in the state. gr oundwat er
Ground Water Quality UAC R317-6 Criteria for groundwater Applicabl e Groundwat er corrective action
Protection Rule corrective action (R317-6- requirements apply to contam nated
6. 15), including design groundwat er. Remnedi es shoul d be desi gned
criteria (R317-6-6.15. E. 4. so that wastes left in place will not
b) result in discharges to groundwater In
excess of groundwater quality standards
or ACACLs follow ng corrective action.
Ut ah Pol | ut ant UACR317- 8 Est abl i shes general Applicabl e The UPDES requirenents woul d be

Di scharge Elimination
System Requi renent s

requi rements, definitions,
and criterialstandards for
t echnol ogy- based treat nent
for point sources and
provi des pre-treatnment
requi rements for discharge
to a publicly owned
treatnent works (POTW. It
al so establishes
requirements for storm
wat er runoff.

applicable to any point source discharges
to a surface water body. Waters

di scharged into the stormsewer wll neet
the water quality standards contained in
the Bountiful Cty phase Il storm water
quality permt. Any water discharged to
the sewer systemw || neet pretreatnment
requirements of the South Davis Sewer
District.




St andard, Requirenent,

ARARs

Criteria or Limtation G tation Description Det er mi nati on Conment

Under ground | njection UAC R317-7 Est abli shes U C Appl i cabl e The provisions of this rule would apply

Control (U C) Program requirements. to any alternative that enpl oyed
underground injection (e.g., reinjection
of extracted groundwater to the aquifer
follow ng treatnent.)

Water Quality UAC R317-2 Est abl i shes standards for Applicabl e Wat ers discharged into the storm sewer

St andar ds

the quality of surface
waters of the State. R317-
2-6 defines use

desi gnations. R317-2-7
(Water Quality Standards)
requires conpliance with
surface water nuneric
criteria. R317-2-13
classifies waters of the
State. R317-2-14 provides
nuneric standards for water
cl asses.

will nmeet the water quality standards
contained in the Bountiful Gty phase Il
stormwater quality permt.
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Conment / Questi on Subj ect 1:
Is the contaminant in the ground water the sane as in the vapor? 1Is the on-site vapor
addressed by the already in place deed restrictions that require ventilation systens?

EPA Response:

The investigation results indicate that nbst of the vapors are a result of TPH

contam nation and therefore, the vapor contam nation is not the same as TCE contani nation
found in groundwater. At the beginning of the operable unit 1 (QUl) investigation, a
soi | vapor survey was done. The survey covered the Site as well as the surrounding
residential and conmmercial areas. There was no evidence that the soil vapor contani nants
or any vapors from contam nated groundwat er extended beyond the site.

The QUL record of decision (ROD) requires a Land Use Control to manage exposure to soi
contam nati on. The QU1 ROD was signed in Novenber 2002. The specifications of this
requi renent were formalized in an Environnental Notice and Institutional Control and
filed with the Davis County Clerk and Recorder's O fice. Under this renedy, any future
bui | di ngs constructed on the Site are required to have a sub-foundation ventilation
systemthat is commonly used to elininate exposure to radon gas. The Land Use Contro
addresses the onsite vapors.

Conment / Questi on Subj ect 2:

The contanination to the ground water is | ess than a maxi mum of 130 feet deep. Al the
drinking water wells mat are used by the nmunicipality are roughly ten tines deeper and
separated by thick confining layers. So the potential of contam nation of drinking water
is quite low. Just based on sheer quantity of water there in that |ower aquifer, it
seens |ike that that’s not nuch chance for people using that for drinking water. It
seens to ne like the risk is not there. It seems to ne like there's no risk of anyone
recei ving any contamination fromthis site and to go back and check every five years and
make sure that’'s still the case and spend $40,000 seens to naeke a | ot nore sense than
send two-thirds of a million dollars just to have this nonexistent risk go away.

EPA Response:

It is correct that no one is currently drinking the ground water in the zone where the
contam nation exists. It is hard to predict when or if it nay be used as a drinking
wat er source in the future. However, it is considered by the State of Utah a potentia
drinki ng water source.

Al t hough the levels of trichloroethylene (TCE) are relatively low, the level is three
times the drinking water standard at the property boundary. Levels have increased over
the period of the investigation. Although the sources have been renpved, it would be
technically difficult to deternm ne how much nore the | evels may continue to increase.
The EPA gui dance, "Use of Monitored Natural Attenuation at Superfund, RCRA Corrective
Action, and Underground Storage Tank Sites,"” (April 1999) indicates the data nmust show a
decreasing trend in order to rely on natural attenuation and nonitoring as a cl eanup
option. The Site conditions also do not neet the criteria for a technica

i mpracticability waiver per the "Quidance for Evaluating Technical Inpracticability of
Ground-Water Restoration," (Septenber 1993). EPA believes with a little bit of effort
and relatively short tinme frame (5 years or less) the problemw || be addressed so that
any use of the ground water will be possible.

Conment / Questi on Subj ect 3:
VWhen you punp and treat the water, what is the level that you treat to? How long will the
renedy take?

EPA Response:



The groundwat er cl eanup goals are the maxi mum contam nant |evels (MCLs), comonly
referenced as the drinking water standards. The MCL for trichloroethylene (TCE) is 5
ug/1l (microgranms per liter). It is expected that the cleanup goal will be reached within
five years.

Conmrent / Questi on Subj ect 4:
So what would be the status of the property during the renediation? Can it be devel oped?

EPA Response:
The property renmmins a Superfund Site listed on the National Priorities List (NPL). It
can be devel oped now or during the remedy period.

Conment / Questi on Subj ect 5:

VWat's the Site's econom c inmpact on surrounding properties in its current state, and
during renediation, and then after you're done? 1Is that a criterion you eval uate when
you | ook at the approach you take to restore it?

EPA Response:

The econonic inpact of a land parcel is determ ned by many factors. The nonetary val ue
of a property and those surrounding it is likely inpacted by a parcel's contam nation
status; however, the magnitude of this is not within the role of EPA to determ ne. Since
the property is readily developable in its current state, it can be put into a productive
use inmediately. Certainly when the ground water is cleaned up to drinking water
standards, it should be seen as a i nprovenment over the current state.

Econonic inpact on a property is not a criterion EPA directly considers when eval uating
dean up alternatives. EPA does consider the cost of cleanup alternatives and conmunity
concerns when evaluating the cleanup alternatives.





